Introduction
Authors from Sociology and the discipline of International Relations have been eager to establish a model to measure the intensity of conflicts. One of the key problems relates to the quantification of facts to translate a series of actions into a readable, consistent and logical curve on a graph to visualize the evolution of a conflict. Ministries and Departments of Foreign Affairs need these kind of tools as valuable instruments to diagnose the strategic landscape, whether they represent countries directly involved in a conflict, a State that has legitimate interests in it, or need to monitor the situation in an area of awareness.
Conflicts are inherent to human interactions; they derive from the pursuit of incompatible interests (Martínez de Murguía, 1999: 17-18) . If latent conflicts are not transformed promptly, the actors involved may trigger one or multiple crisis, provoking a perception of threat. The complexity to diagnose a crisis is obvious; in this context, the Curve of the Intensity of Conflict is a tool to simplify the process. The crisis in Ukraine is a special example of the difficulty to do a proper follow-up of events, particularly because it is impossible to track the facts concerning this crisis from a unique perspective, from one standpoint to build one and only curve.
AN ANALYSIS OF THE CRISIS IN UKRAINE, AND ITS THREE CONFLICTS
This paper presents the results of a study of the crisis in Ukraine, with the aim to determine the intensity of the crisis in Ukraine, between November 2013 and May 2014. The information collected for this research involves 293 events that were evaluated and translated into quantitative data. One curve was not enough to follow the course of events; there is the need to draw three of them to track the facts that are intertwined by policies in, around and about Kiev. The method applied admits an orderly disaggregation of data that, in this particular case, enables a deeper understanding of a complex situation that involves several conflicts.
Even though the term Crisis is fairly defined and understood, there is some difficulty determining when a crisis is actually happening. It is also particularly challenging to establish which is the starting point, and the end of it. In this context, it is debatable if after two years, Ukraine is still enduring a crisis or else.
From another perspective, it is pertinent to analyze the case considering its particular characteristics. It is worthy of note the fact that this crisis begun as an internal political phenomena, that after three months attracts international actors. It escalates from the streets of Kiev to the offices of the Kremlin in Moscow, reaches NATO's Central Command in Brussels and even expands its influence to the Oval Office at the White House in Washington, DC. The developments that take part in the crisis of Ukraine are the most critical in Europe after the end of the Cold War. Not because of the degree of violence, but somehow it evidences the underlying conflict between the West and Russia, up to a point in which the confidence building measures carefully designed to set up a partnership for security between NATO and Russia, suddenly faded away. The crisis in Ukraine marks the moment in which distrust stands between Moscow and Washington provoking the most significant moment of tension since the Cold War. Consequently, a renewed perception of threat activated worries about the use of intercontinental missiles and even nuclear weapons.
Conflict, crisis and the curve of intensity.
Martínez de Murguía (1999) states that a conflict concerns a relationship between two or more organized groups, within a nation or between States that have incompatible interests; which induces them to confront each other while attempting to achieve their objective. However, Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff (1981) indicate that this kind of interaction implies more than a mere competition; they consider that in a dynamic of conflict, the adversaries seek to improve their own position reducing the one of the opponents.
A conflict is particularly sensitive when it manifests as a crisis, once a key player challenges an adversary. In a situation of crisis there is a perception of a threat to a nation, its territories, citizens, military forces, possessions, or vital interests, "that develops rapidly and creates a condition of such diplomatic, economic, or military importance that commitment of military forces and resources is contemplated to achieve national objectives" (Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2010: 55) . Then, during a crisis, the dialectic of the conflict accelerates, reducing the timeframe to respond. This means that decision makers need to gain the initiative, keep it, and maintain the liberty of action, meanwhile policy makers are under pressure to produce, in a very short period of time, an array of options for decision makers to asses. A proper diagnose of the situation is critical, particularly because, while willing to take control of the situation, a key player in the conflict would want to avoid raising the temperature… other might be interested on promoting an escalation. The diagnosis includes not only facts per se, but also the possible impacts that decisions, actions and declarations might produce, and finally the perceptions of the public opinion, of the adversary, and allies and partners.
The curve of intensity of conflict is an instrument to measure the evolution of a conflict. According to Michael Lund (2009) , it is built upon the understanding that conflicts have a basic life history, they evolve in stages, rises and falls in intensity over time, progressively towards war or peace. The result is a graphic representation of what is happening on terrain, so it helps to visualize the facts in perspective, particularly to understand their dynamic. An acute diagnostic of the situation serves to successfully manage a conflict and even identify key points to resolve it. More in detail, taking note of how sensitive a crisis is, the results derived from a curve of conflict might be even more valuable for decision makers.
To collect an appropriate amount of data to build a graph it is required an extensive review of news stories, reports, interviews and academic papers on the matter. To draw a proper curve it is necessary to examine every single day of the period under scrutiny, identify key events that determine the course of the relationship (or the dynamic) and pointing out coherently and consistently the value of every occurrence. Only then, it is possible to establish the 'tone' or the 'level' of the relationship.
The curve of intensity is more valuable as an instrument when it is used to measure events that are actually happening, for example while a crisis is under development. However, it can also give substantial feedback while analyzing a conflict on perspective. In the case of this research, it has been particularly useful to identify the interdependence of three conflicts that mingle in a crisis. Moreover, particularly, to observe that the study
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of a crisis needs to be disaggregated to understand its complexity, especially according to the conflicts involved.
The curve integrates conceptual and interpretative elements. To translate the data in operational terms, every one of the 293 events identified in the study has been categorized conceptually under the following definitions: Difference, contradiction, polarization, violence, war, ceasefire, agreement, normalization and reconciliation. Once the occurrence is under one of these categories it is valued according to its level of intensity: "low", "medium" or "high".
Definitions
Difference: At this point of the relationship, there is an identification of initial differences. These are manifested in meetings and through the press, but always in the form of exchange of opinions and points of view. Dialogue and the search for agreements is predominant.
Contradiction: the dialogue among actors is less fluid because the contraposition of interests and values is deep, that is why it is difficult to reach for agreements. There are fewer exchanges of ideas and points of view, fewer meetings and encounters. On a higher level of contradiction, there are official discourses and declarations on the press disqualifying the adversary. There also might be mutual accusations around the impossibility to reach accords. Divergent positions echoes to the civil society.
Polarization:
progressively the citizens get involved in the conflict. The antagonism reaches the streets with marches of support to one or the other side, there are signs of discrimination and intolerance. The press cites provoking and disqualifying opinions. On its highest level, the intolerance might be reflected in electoral propaganda with political leaders assuming positions towards a social identification with the conflict. Progressively opportunities for dialogue and the reach of agreements get narrowed.
Violence: when measures of force take part in the conflict, on its higher levels an actor seeks to harm the counterpart. People might take the streets or iconic buildings, there are massive arrests and bloodshed. Events are classified as 'low', 'medium' or 'high' according to the expansion of violence, quantity of people involved in the incidents and amount of cities involved, also with regard to the quality or impact of the incidents concerning who was affected (a relevant person in office or a leader of protesters), and the degree of violence. In terms of military force, exercises and readiness could be considered as low level of violence.
War: when there are direct actions of hostility, which involve the use of firearms or arm systems and operations with at least a minimum level of operative and logistic capacity. In an act of war, the weaker adversary has the capacity to respond and react against an aggression, can even cause harm to the stronger part; it can hold its position and counts with enough support to sustain the fight 4 . Ceasefire: it is the result of a truce, so it is only possible to get to this point after a conflict had reached a level of war. Indicates that the parts have been able to reach a minimum level of convergence allowing the ceasefire.
There could be isolated points of struggle. It has an equivalent level to violence because it is assumed that the motives that triggered the armed conflict are still latent. A successful ceasefire generates proper conditions for dialogue by the reduction of violence and the promotion of trust.
Accord: this point is reached once there is a document signed by the parties involved. It is equivalent to the level of polarization due to the difficulties inherent to the implementation of any accord and especially related to the 4 On the contrary, an act of aggression is considered as unilateral violence. There is suspiciousness between the parties and sometimes the will to yield is limited to the steps taken by the counterpart. In a successful level of accord, the parts involved search actively for solutions and involve the civil society in the processes. When the level of intensity of the conflict is still high, the players are incapable to engage with what is necessary to pacify the situation and solve the roots of the conflict, and so they might decide to appeal once again to the use of force.
Normalization: situation tends to stabilize around a point equivalent to "Contradiction". The actors have the will to search for agreements with the object to avoid future strokes. The parts work mainly developing a structure to regulate and facilitate their interactions.
Reconciliation: the conflict is resolved. The parties involved have no particular divergences that could affect their relationship.
The three curves of conflict in Ukraine during the 2013-2014 crisis.
This research covers developments from Nov 21, 2013 to the 23 rd of May, 2014. During the study 293 conflict events were identified, evaluated and translated to quantitative data. In this narrated analysis of the results, events are organized in three phases and according to their link to each of the conflicts identified: internal conflict, Ukraine-Russia and West-Russia. These stages are presented corresponding to an interpretative account of the events, according to the cycles observed.
The crisis begins when former President of Ukraine, Viktor Fedorovych Yanukovych, discards signing an accord with the EU to deepen trade. This event indicates the existence of significant polarization within the country towards ideological and economic frameworks available in Europe, once a series of popular manifestations arise against the political decision. Upon these actions, other two conflicts arise at the end of February, between Ukraine and Russia, and Russia and the West. The three of them show their interdependency until the internal conflict in Ukraine derives into a situation of low-intensity war by May, 2014.
Phase 1 -Internal crisis (21 Nov-23 Feb).
As a consequence of President Yanukovich's resolution to back away from an agreement to further commerce with the EU, there began a series of popular manifestations in the main cities of the country opposing this political decision. Soon enough polarization translated into violence in the streets. The 21 of November marks the starting point of a crisis in motion that expands throughout Ukraine.
Low intensity violence begins by the 25 of November. Very soon, the mass media compares the events with the Orange revolution. On the 26 of November the EU rejects Ukraine's proposal to begin talks simultaneously with Russia, a consistent indicator of the existence of an underlying conflict between the West and Russia. By the end of the month, more than 100.000 people gather at Kiev's main plaza rejecting President Yanukovich's decision. Since the 1 st of December protesters ask for the President's resignation. Police responds hardly and violence on the streets call the attention of the international community. Incidents of particular violence take place on the 30th of November (2013), 19 and 26 of January and 18, 19 and 20 of February, these dates mark the highest points in the curve during this phase of the crisis. It is relevant to recall that during the incidents in February, 39 police officers are accused of shooting unarmed protesters, infuriating the citizens against the government. However, later reports indicate police officers were also targets. Ex-Ukrainian Interior Minister, Vitaly Zakharchenko, declared to RT ("100% sure," 2014) that during these days, 86 officers were shot at, 14 of them died, and none of the officers deployed were carrying their service weapons. From another perspective it is relevant to note that the violence and the Ukrainian winter frost was unable to dissolve the will of the protesters on the streets, in this sense calls the attention the fact that they stood up for so many days in the cold. This fact indicate that the issues at stake were of high value, this is the political and economic changes related to the new terms of association with the EU.
The lowest point of intensity during this phase came on 14 February with the liberation of 234 protesters under arrest since December, protesters respond returning public buildings back to authorities. 23 of February marks another low intensity point, when parliamentarians agree to name Olexander Turchynov as interim President of the country, one day after President Yanukovich had been removed from office by the Ukrainian Parliament. The agreement reached on 21 of February has merely a symbolic value, signed one day before Yanukovich's ousting. However, it is relevant to highlight its fourth paragraph: "Investigation into recent acts of violence will be conducted under joint monitoring from the authorities, the opposition and the Council of Europe" (Agreement on the Settlement of Crisis in Ukraine. 21 February 2014). However, a public report consigned that, "Violations by police, including torture and other illtreatment as well as abusive use of force during demonstrations, continued with near-total impunity for the perpetrators, while investigations into such incidents remained ineffective" (Amnesty International, 2015 On the 26 of February clashes between pro-Russians and anti-Russians, take place on the streets of Simferopol. Up to this point the events in Crimea might be taken as part of the situation of instability taking place in the country as a whole. The next day a pro-Russian command expels the local government of Crimea and takes control of the capital's parliament where they vote to approve a referendum to ask for more autonomy for the region. Men on black uniforms with no flags or banners occupy other key buildings. These unidentified actors impulse the second phase of the crisis with the manifestation of another conflict, the one between Russia and Ukraine, which involves different interests. At this point it is very important to make clear that Russia denied its involvement in the process that derived to the annexation of Crimea, in fact the first comments on the issue by the President of the Russian Federation, Vladimir Putin, were on the 4 th of March, denying the presence of Russian troops in the peninsula. But one month later he stated on a live TV program that Russian units had been involved in wresting Crimea from Kiev's control, explaining that they had to take unavoidable steps, "so that events did not develop as they are currently developing in southeast Ukraine" (as cited in Anischchuk, 2014) . He stated that the annexation was partly triggered by NATO expansion, explaining that:
If Nato goes there, Russia will be pushed out from the area around the Black Sea. This is pushing out Russia from this important part of the world. Let's not be afraid of anything, but we should take that into account, and respond accordingly. (as cited in Gentleman, 2014) On this phase, the intensity of the crisis oscillates between high levels of violence, to low levels of polarization. On the 28 of February armed men take the airports of Belbek and Simferopol; only then, Kiev accuses Moscow of exerting an armed invasion and occupation. The next day, the Federation Council, approves a military intervention in Ukraine, invoking the right to protect its interests and the Russian speaking population. This event activates the state of alert of the military forces in Ukraine and stands as a warning sign to the West (see below A Third Curve arises following Russia and the West). Reiteratively the government of Ukraine accuses Russian intervention, even Prime Minister Yatsenyuk stipulates that Moscow has declared war (2 nd of March). Military readiness and high levels of political accusations situates the intensity of the crisis at different levels of violence. As Western powers begin talks with Russia to lower the temperature of the crisis, Ukraine accelerates the pace of its diplomacy to gain support for its cause. On the 6 of March, the Crimean Parliament decides the annexation of the peninsula to Russia and calls for a referendum for the citizens to vote. This same day, Russia sinks one of its own ships in a strategic area of the Black Sea to block the exit of Ukrainian vessels from the Crimean peninsula. The next day, the Russian government declares it will back up Crimea if the region votes favoring the secession of Ukraine. Meanwhile, by the 9 th of March, there are clashes between proRussian and anti-Russian factions in the streets of the main cities in Ukraine and the country's Prime Minister, Arseniy Yatsenyuk asks the people not to cede a single centimeter to Russia. Between the 7 and 17 of March, the intensity of the crisis keeps a level of polarization. Nevertheless, the referendum that takes place in Crimea on the 16 th would change things forever.
Official data informed that more than 82% of the population of Crimea participated on the referendum, from which more than 96% voted in favor to the annexation to Russia. This will becomes a fact on the 18 th of March when President Putin signs the documents changing the flag of the Crimean peninsula, situating the curve
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at a high level of violence. This is the latest peak of the curve analyzed during the period under scrutiny, since then, the intensity of the conflict between Russia and Ukraine oscillates between a low level of violence and mid-level of polarization, as it will be described later. After NATO suspended relations with Russia on April 1 st , Russia calls its Ambassador to the entity, indicating it has deliberately heightened the tension. The 4 th day of the month NATO's deputy Secretary General, Ambassador Alexander Vershbow, declares that Europe's strategic environment has changed: "for 20 years, the security of the Euro-Atlantic region has been based on the premise that we do not face an adversary to our East. This premise is now in doubt" (Vershbow, 2014) .
Phase 3 -Separatism spreads on Eastern Ukraine (6 Apr -23 May).
While the Crimean issue is handled by Russia as a fait accompli, the internal conflict in Ukraine revamps with the spread of separatism, particularly in the Eastern regions of the country. As it was anticipated in this text, the separatist movement that take part in Ukraine starting on the 6 th of April is perceived as a 'second wave' of Russian activity against Kiev. While Ukraine and the West accuse Russia's involvement in the confrontation, Moscow denies its participation and indicates that the crisis in Ukraine "is to be blamed on those who organized the state coup in Kiev" (as cited in "Kiev says," 2014). Although Moscow has denied its involvement with the separatists movements that emerge after the Crimean issue, it's eventual or possible participation in the conflict is still a debated issue, but there is not enough evidence to directly or strongly accuse Moscow. From a realist perspective, Eastern Ukraine is an area of Russian geopolitical interest, where it has significant influence. The West and Ukraine understand that Russia has to be part of a solution. Therefore, accusations against Moscow gradually mutate to an active interest to involve the Kremlin in the search for solutions to the conflict. It has been necessary to take note of these facts while collecting the data for the research, as a consequence, the events related to the internal conflict have been isolated from the conflict between Ukraine and Russia, as well as from the one between the West and Russia.
Spread of separatism in the internal front.
Until the first days of May, the level of intensity of the internal conflict oscillates between high levels of violence to a mid-level of polarization, taking note that there are many consecutive high points by the end of April.
On the 6 th of April separatist groups take control of public buildings of cities in Donetsk, Luhansk and Kharkiv. The next day, pro-Russians announce the formation of the Republic of Donetsk, calls for a referendum to be held on the 11 th of May, to ask for the annexation to Russia and calls Moscow to send peacekeepers to warrant the feasibility of the process, but none of these occurred. On that same day, the acting President of Ukraine, Oleksandr Turchynov announces prohibition to perform separatist activities in the country. The following day security forces from Kiev begin an antiterrorist operation in Kharkiv. On the 10 th of April, the self-proclaimed Republic of Donetsk decides to create a People's Army. There are clashes in the streets of Odessa on the 11 th and violence spreads along the Donbass (which includes the regions of Donetsk and Luhansk). On the 12 th a security council takes place with the President in Kiev, the next day an antiriot operation takes place in Sloviansk and activists clash in Kharkov. By the 14 th there are clashes in 9 cities of the Donetsk region and the city of Sloviansk refuses to transfer taxes to Kiev. That same day, acting President Turchynov signs a decree authorizing a special operation in the East of Ukraine, which begins the 15 th in Donetsk with quite an unexpected result: pro-Russian citizens capture about one hundred soldiers and a dozen vehicles.
On the 17 th of April the Geneva Accord was signed by representatives from Russia, EU and Ukraine to lower tensions in the East. Despite the agreement, violence continues; separatists did not participate on the arrangements so they do not comply returning public buildings nor with the disarmament. By the 22 nd separatists are still active in at least 10 cities and towns occupying public buildings. By the 24 th there are more than a dozen. On the 25 th rebels take hostage eight European military observers (one is liberated three days later, the rest by the 3 rd of May). On the 28 th there is an assassination attempt against the mayor of Kharkiv. The next day hundreds of separatists occupy public buildings in Luhansk and take control of the city.
There are at least 40 pro-Russians dead in street clashes in Odessa on the 2 nd of May, most of them were burnt alive or suffocated to death in the local House of Trade Unions, "many of those who managed to escape the fire were then brutally beaten by armed men" ("Odessa slaughter," 2014) Afterwards, the situation recedes to a high level of violence. On the 7 th the minister of defense of the selfproclaimed Republic of Donetsk is under arrest, this day there is also a prisoner exchange between Ukraine's security forces and Donetsk's auto defense. By the 8 th Ukraine confirms it will continue with the military operation in the East. On the 11 th referendums about the autonomy of provinces are held in Luhansk and Donetsk, the following day the Popular Republic of Donetsk formally requests the annexation to the Russian Federation. Struggles continue as the EU and Ukraine rejects the referendum, while Russia respects its result. On the 17 th the intensity reaches a mid-level of violence when there is a roundtable on national unity in Kharkiv among separatist's occupations. However, this was only a parenthesis, because by the 22 nd the conflict increases its intensity again reaching a low level of war, which is maintained the following days. By the 23 rd , President Putin believes Ukraine had descended into full-scale civil war, but denied that Moscow was behind acts involving pro-Russia separatists (as cited in "Russia's Vladimir," 2014).
Ukraine -Russia.
The conflict between Ukraine and Russia is definitely deescalating in this phase, from a low level of violence to a mid-level of polarization. Amid accusations from Ukraine on the alleged participation of Russia in the Eastern separatist movement, Moscow states that if it is attacked it will have to respond. In this regard, foreign minister Lavrov declares, "We will keep doing everything possible to consecutively protect the interests of Russian diasporas both in Ukraine and in other states" (as cited in Pochuev, 2014) . Accordingly, Russia and later Ukraine deploy forces close to the frontier, heightening tensions. From another perspective, while Russia declares its conformity with the Geneva Accords, accuses Kiev of violating it (on 21 st of April) and states on the 24 th that Ukrainian authorities commit a crime if they use the army against their own people in the East. On the other hand, that same day Ukraine's acting President, Oleksander Turchynov, said in a national address that "Russia is supporting terrorism in our country" (as cited in Vasovic & Anishchuk, 2014 
Conclusions
To measure the intensity of the crisis in Ukraine it was necessary to observe separately each one of the interacting conflicts: the internal one, another between Ukraine and Russia, and the other with Moscow and the West. The timeframe for the study was determined upon the crisis of the internal conflict, 21 of November 2013 through 23 of May 2014, until the appearance of strong signs that the situation was becoming a war. In this regard, 293 conflict events were identified, evaluated and translated to quantitative data. The result of the study is synthesized in the "Curve of Conflict Intensity in Ukraine" shown in Graphic 1.
Phase 1 of the crisis (21 Nov. -23 Feb.) is almost exclusively an internal issue, except for three events that indicate the existence and interaction of the other two conflicts with this one. The association agreement with the EU and the impossibility of Kiev to negotiate in parallel with Moscow forces Ukrainians to a dilemma, they are obliged to choose, so differences emerge. As choosing between one model or the other is a matter of vital interest, a greater part of the population is not apathetic to what is happening on the streets. On the other hand, the government loses legitimacy upon the violence exerted while facing the protests. During this stage, the crisis unfolds mainly at a low level of violence. It is relevant to observe that in this part of the curve, three out of six events that happen at a high level of violence occur in a period of three months. The other situations take place in a period of three days, until institutional instruments allow the Parliament to solve the crisis of legitimacy of the government by assigning an interim President, rapidly lowering down the tension.
The interaction of the three conflicts in Phase 2 (27 Feb. -6 Apr.) create a confusing meddle of events that are impossible to analyze in one only curve, this is why the author of this study proposes to disaggregate the events to analyze the crisis in three conflicts. Because of this decision, the graphic splits into three different lines that reveal that the three conflicts have different manifestations during the crisis, with differing intensities. It is worthy of note that during the analysis of the events in this phase the method applied reveals its value as a flexible tool that allows the evaluation of a complex situation in a simple way. The situation involving Russia and Ukraine has to do with the opposing interests of Moscow to have a sovereign access to the Black Sea and avoid Europe's expansion, and Kiev's will to protect the country's territorial integrity. The conflict manifests at the highest level of violence, particularly during the last days of February, the first days of March and at the middle of this month, consigning the act of aggression performed by Moscow to annex Ukrainian territory. It has to be noted though that the annexation of Crimea happened in less than twenty days avoiding the use of military force and triggering internal drivers that brought legitimacy to the process. Crimea's annexation is also characterized by its speed; Moscow outmaneuvered Kiev, giving no time to oppose a proper response, not even with the help of the international community. The Kremlin acted undercover, giving support to the local population, working with it, in such a way that it seemed like the citizenry had effectively moved the pieces of the chess table. The element of surprise was key to avoid reaching a level of war. Once the Crimean peninsula issue is presented as a fait accompli by the Kremlin, tension tends to lower down, abruptly after the 18 th of March to a low level of violence until the first days of April, and gradually downwards to a high and mid-level of polarization during the third phase.
The West-Russia conflict appears as a reaction to Russian maneuvers in Ukraine, as the West intends to broaden its model of influence in
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Eastern Europe, Russia seeks to protect its area of influence. The tension heightens as Moscow succeeds making its interests prevail during Phase 2. Most events happen at a high level of polarization particularly after President Putin signs the document annexing Crimea, and some even stretch to higher intensity reaching a low level of violence by the first days of April. It might have been too risky for the West to heighten the tension at that point; Russia was responding accordingly to the challenges and had a clear determination of not turning back. This did not mean the West was going to accept Russia's decision so the tension oscillates during the third phase among the different levels of polarization and even low levels of violence.
The internal conflict resumes in Phase 2 as well, in parallel to the events in Crimea, but with an oscillating intensity. There is an interesting continuum during the first days of March at a mid-level of violence, but somehow it defuses after a high peak on the 9 th . Later the conflict revamps on Phase 3, at a mid-level of violence, a direct consequence of the events that happened earlier in Crimea, as the Russia-Ukraine conflict unfolds with the annexation of the peninsula. On Phase 3, internal secessionist movements find an opportunity to mobilize the population towards achieving independence and the temperature of the conflict rises as separatists challenge the central government. During the last stage of events under scrutiny, the Geneva agreement generates reserved optimism among the State actors involved but not the separatists, who were not involved in the negotiations. Therefore, the truce extends for less than three days.
Complex situations, such as the crisis in Ukraine challenge models of analysis, but also pushes researchers to pursue flexible applications of theory with the aim to produce better and more accurate findings. The theoretical framework used in this research was originally conceived as a tool to measure a single conflict, but the results in this paper open the door to use multiple curves of intensity to better understand multifaceted struggles. Now there is a clear understanding that in the case of Ukraine there are three interrelated conflicts. Regarding the circumstances on terrain, the most relevant conclusion is that none of the three conflicts is solved, their persistence should only become a warning sign about the situation in Eastern Europe, particularly taking note that the Strategic landscape in the region has critically changed. There is an urgent need to tackle these divergences to avoid further tensions in the future, which might increase the damage of the relations. The academia might be able to produce valuable inputs to help solve differences without strains; it all depends on formulating the proper questions.
Returning to the facts, by the end of November 2015, the threat presented by ISIS has pushed the West and Russia to work together, and this venture might work even though there are still latent conflicts that bind them in Eastern Europe.
